1. In the Introduction and in Section 3 of [1] , the authors say that they are solving for a "steady-state velocity field." This statement is ambiguous since the final velocity field quite clearly depends on time, hence it is unsteady. It is more accurate to say that the solution sought and found is the late-time (post-transient) velocity field.
2. The authors mention, in passing, above Eq. (1) in [1] that τ represents the shear (deviatoric) part of stress tensor σ. This is important to emphasize since non-Newtonian constitutive relations are, by convention, written in terms of τ , while it is σ that enters the conservation of linear momentum equation. The difference between σ and τ is the isotropic stress (constitutively indeterminate for incompressible fluids), usually identified as the pressure p, i.e., σ = −pI + τ , where I is the identity tensor. Note that this is not just a pedantic remark since the general form of the right-hand side of Eq. (4) in [1] is ∇ · σ, which then makes clear to the reader the origin of term −∇p.
3. Equation (3) 
where the last term in the equation above is missing from Eq. (3) [4] , it should be clear that the formal analogy between the constitutive equation relating the deviatoric stress τ to the rate of strainγ and the constitutive equation relating the heat flux q to the temperature gradient ∇T only holds for the case when λ 2 = 0 (using the notation of Eq. (2) in [1] ). It is also worth noting that the model attributed to Cattaneo [5] was suggested earlier by Maxwell [6] . Finally, the value of λ 1 is not unrestricted in the heat conduction context. It is known that if λ 1 is "too large," then the Maxwell-Cattaneo heat conduction model can lead to the violation of the second law of thermodynamics [7] . 6. Below Eq. (12) in [1] , the authors emphasize that the "constitutive relation is nonlinear". While, generally speaking, this statement has some merit, nonlinear terms such as u · ∇u vanish identically for the assumed unidirectional velocity field given in Eq. (11) of [1] . Moreover, the extra assumptions regarding the amplitude of the oscillations and the (non-)excitation of higher-harmonics are neither used nor needed to obtain the linear ordinary differential equation (Eq. (32) in [1] ) governing the spatial structure of the post-transient velocity field. Hence, we find these several sentences below Eq. (12) in [1] to be unclear and potentially confusing for the uninitiated reader.
7. Above Eq. (22) in [1] , "the constitutive relation, (3)" should be replaced by "the constitutive relation, (15) 9. Last, but not least, a number of references cited in [1] are mathematically erroneous, hence we strongly advise readers to avoid these papers. It behooves the community to cease the promulgation of these incorrect results that plague the modern fluid mechanics literature. Essentially, the mistake can be boiled down to a sloppy enforcement of the start-up condition for the transient, unsteady problem. For example, in [10] , it was shown that Refs. [7, 8, 14] from [1] contain mathematical errors; in [11] , it was shown that Ref. [9] from [1] contains mathematical errors. Meanwhile, Ref. [15] in [1] makes use, without attribution, of the mathematical technique introduced in [12] . Although Refs. [11, 13] from [1] do not immediately fall within the classes of mathematical errors described in [10, 11, 12, 13] , we caution the reader against assuming that the results therein are correct.
